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Re: MUR 6324 - Response on behalf of Julius L. Chambers, Treasurer of John Edwards for

Presidemt

Dear Mr. Jordan:
This response is filed on behalf of Julius L. Chambers, Treasurer of John Edwards for

President, named as a respondent in a complaint filed by Mark Thomas. John Edwards for
President has also submitted a response to the complaint. Complainant alleges that the
Committee arbitrarily attributed a portion of his $4,600 contribution to his spouse, Lynn Thomas.
He bases tlus allegation on a December 20, 2007 letter sent to him by the Committee, stating that
$2,300 of his contribution lad been reattributed to his spouse, wiose name was printed & a joint
account holder on the check used by Mr. Themas in meking the contr!bution. This letter is the
stansiard resttribution notifivation letter sent by committees to comply with 11 CF.R.

§110.10)3)(1XB)2).

As tlie attached decnmantatios shows, the Commitiae received m ch2ok dmawa on the
Thomgs's joint chenking account in the amaunt of $4,600 and signed by Mr. Thomas. The
accompanying donor card was signed by both Mr. Thomas and Ms. Thomas, thus notifying the
Committee that the couple intended for this check to be a joint contribution pursuant to 11 C.F.R.
§110.1(k)(1). The Committee properly attributed the contribution evenly between Mr. Thomas

and his wife, at $2,300 each.

! That.section pmvides that 8 committee receiviog a cheshimprinted with the names of roore than one individimal
may attribute the excessive portion of a contribution among the individuals (isted, unless a different instruction is “in
a separate writing signed by the contributor(s). The regulation requires that the contribuitr be notifled Gt the
reattribution has occute:d and Gt a refund may be sought if the contribution is not intended to be a joint

contribution. 11 C.F.R. §110. [ (k)3)(iiXBX2).
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Due to an inadvertent categorization error, the Committee sent its standardized
reattribution mmstificatian letter 1o Nir. Thorms on Bescmber 20, 2007, dnspite the fact that his
spauss bod aimady signed the danor card. Thie standantized latac notified Mr. Thamas tint the
Committee ataributed $2,300 ta his wife since the contribotion wes mnde fuam a joint checking
account, and offered a refund if that was not his intention. Since Ms. Thomas had already signed
a written statement that she was a donor, this reattribution letter is under the circumstances
essentially voided. Mr. Thomas now states that in response to this letter lre requested a refund
from the Committee. However, in fact, the request thut Mr. Thonmas cites in his complaint is
dated several mornths later, May 19, 2008. THis is five rronths after tie erroneously setit
reattridution letter, mese than three meosiths after Sunntor Edvmrds ended liis Presidentiul
cammmign, anti st tiee wiren dio Committee had entard ivs FEC autlhi pimase.

As Committer records elaarly demanatmte, bnth congribntrs signed the dusor card and
the Commiittee properly divided the contribution equally between Mr. Thomas and his spouse.
(See Attachment A.) Hence, the standardized form letter was never required to be sent under
section 110.1(k)}3)(ii)}(B)(2). While the Committee erred in sending this letter to Mr. Thomas,
this minor compliance error does not transform a legal contribution into a prohibited contribution
that nrust be refunded. Comtilssion reguldtions require political commitiees to make refunds
only in situations where a contribution appears to be from a prohibited sourss (11 C.F.I.
§103.3(b)(1)), is desizgmateti for am eimntibn for witich a mniiidate is rmt eligible to mceive
contrilnitions, or io exoensive (11 C.F.R. §110.1(b)3Xi)). Sbxco the sentriteitions nmsie by Murk
and L.yna Thomns are legnl, and writins evidence gxists with their signatuss in docummeat their
intent, the Committee is under ze obligation tn make o refand.

Respondent respectfully requests that the. Commission dismiss this complaint.

Respectfully submitted,

s Lk

Patricia A. Fiari
Counsel, John Edwards for President
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NAME OF COUNSEL: Patricia A. Plori
FIRM: ‘kxecht & aillips, PLIC

ADDRESS: 31900 N 8treat, MW, Suite 300

Washiogkton, DC 20036

TELEPHONE- OFFICE (_202)_776-4000 .
FAX ( 202 )_842-5028

The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counsel and is
authorized to recelve any notifioations and other commiinications from the Commission and

to act on my behalif before the Co

MAILING ADDREGS; 1705 DeSales Gtrest, MW, 8th Floor, Waahington, DC 20036
(Please Print)

TELEPHONE- HOME (414) 20O - 3025
susiess(dld)_3wo - 035
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